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 General managers are expected to strive for organizational effi-
 ciency and effectiveness. Depending on their emphasis on efficien-
 cy and effectiveness, they produce four basic approaches to public
 sector general management: the directive approach, the reactive
 approach, the generative approach, and the adaptive approach.
 This paper explores the generative approach, in particular its use
 ofpublic deliberation as an alternative way to establish public
 policy and set bureau direction. Two case studies help distill the
 basic elements ofpublic deliberation. The first case documents the
 use ofpublic deliberation in significantly reducing a school dis-
 trict budget. The second case illustrates how public deliberation
 aided in crafting state educational policy. Although it is risky
 and expensive, public deliberation in these two cases illustrates
 how opening up policy-making to stakeholder participation can
 be highly successful. The paper concludes with implications for
 public management theory andpractice.
 General managers face two basic challenges in
 leading and managing their public bureaus. They are
 expected to strive for both organizational efficiency
 and organizational effectiveness. Webster's Third
 (1971, 725) defines efficiency as the "capacity to pro-
 duce results with the minimum expenditure of ener-
 gy, time, money, or materials" and effectiveness as
 "productive of results" (1971, 724). To achieve effi-
 ciencies, managers focus on doing things well. They
 attend to the internal organization and center their
 energies on routinizing, refining, formalizing, and
 elaborating on existing knowledge, and on making
 short-run improvements. "Efficiency thrives on
 focus, precision, repetition, analysis, sanity, disci-
 pline, and control" (March, 1995, 5). On the other
 hand, to achieve effectiveness, managers must be
 concerned with doing the right things. Knowing
 what to do typically comes from an understanding
 and interpretation of the external environment as it
 signals what ongoing adaptations are required in
 organizational technology, knowledge, strategy, and
 values. "Adaptation thrives on serendipity, experi-
 mentation, novelty, free association, madness, loose
 discipline, and relaxed control" (March, 1995, 5). 1
 Both effectiveness and efficiency are necessary for
 bureau performance. Each plays an important part,
 but at the same time each interferes with the other.
 In the competition for scarce organizational
 resources, the natural processes of each tend to pit
 one against the other. Effectiveness thrives on explo-
 ration and experimentation, but efficiency attempts
 to drive them out (March, 1995, 5).
 Depending on their pursuit of efficiency and
 effectiveness, managers have developed four basic
 approaches to general management: the directive
 approach; the reactive approach, the generative
 approach, and the adaptive approach (Figure 1).
 Each approach should be considered as an ideal type
 that emerges from an interaction among an organiza-
 tion's major elements-its political, technical, social,
 and economic environment, as well as internal lead-
 ership, membership, and design factors. (It is possi-
 ble to have hybrids that mix elements from each
 approach, but they will not be developed here.)
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 After a brief overview of the four approaches, this paper will
 explore the generative approach in greater depth, especially its use
 of public deliberation as an alternative way to establish public poli-
 cy and set bureau direction. Having observed several of these
 deliberations to establish public policy, my goal is to distill the
 essence of their structure and process for the purpose of both
 improving future practice and building better theory. To this end,
 two cases will be examined: budget deliberations in a local school
 district and public deliberations over state educational policy.
 Four Approaches to General Management
 General managers employing the directive approach (the first
 quadrant of Figure 1) resolve the tension between efficiency and
 effectiveness by designing bureaus for optimal efficiency and mini-
 mal effectiveness. In practice, they pursue efficiency by running
 their bureaus like well-oiled machines (Mintzberg, 1996a). They
 avoid questions of adaptation and effectiveness that force a reexam-
 ination of current operations. Instead, they focus on maintaining
 internal order and control. Serving as the locus of decision-mak-
 ing, they set the organization's goals to ensure that all members act
 in concert. They insist on formalized jobs and standardized work
 to maintain orderly, reliable, and coordinated activity. Using both
 budgetary and operational controls to monitor actions, they cor-
 rect deviations in performance. They oversee uniform policies that
 cover rights and duties, promotions based on competence and
 merit, and impersonal role relations to ensure the smooth flow of
 work. Since change disrupts orderly operations, they minimize it
 whenever possible. When forced to change, they take on the role
 of strategic planner and driver of the organizational system by issu-
 ing top-down directives to modify organizational routines and
 standard operating procedures.
 Using the reactive approach to management (the second quad-
 rant of Figure 1), the general manager relieves the tension between
 efficiency and effectiveness by reducing the pressure on each
 dimension. In practice this means that the general manager strives
 for neither optimal effectiveness nor optimal efficiency and does
 not make much effort to reconcile the competing demands of the
 two dimensions. Acting out of concern for effectiveness at one
 moment and efficiency the next, such managers produce an incon-
 sistent, disjointed pattern of activity in response to the needs of the
 moment. Without an underlying logic to inform their actions,
 they fail to provide coherent, integrated policies to guide the orga-
 Figure 1
 Four Approaches to Public Sector General Management
 1 3
 Directive Approach Generative Approach
 High
 Role: Strategic Planner, Role: Steward
 Controller
 2 4
 Reactive Approach Adaptive Approach
 Low




 nization as a whole. Organizational members emulate such "mud-
 dling through" with their own patchwork of poorly coordinated
 decisions (Lindblom, 1959; 1979). Organizational policies that
 emerge are the result of partisan mutual adjustments made in
 response to competing demands in the political context (Lind-
 blom, 1959; 1979). As a consequence of this reactive posture, the
 general manager is forced to assume the role of "fire fighter" whose
 function is to put out fires whenever they erupt.
 General managers who take the generative approach (the third
 quadrant of Figure 1) are challenged to be managers of organiza-
 tional tensions and masters of paradox (Handy, 1995). No longer
 content with trade-offs between efficiency and effectiveness, they
 search for ways to reconcile what appears to be competing expecta-
 tions. They seek both efficiency and effectiveness, short-run and
 long-run perspectives, global and local considerations, individual
 and collective needs, social and economic concerns, security and
 freedom, change and stability, diversity and commonality of pur-
 pose. The goal of these general managers is to help people find
 some underlying framework or solution that would enable them to
 resolve the paradoxes inherent in modern organizations. They
 begin the search by promoting generative learning-learning that
 develops people's capacity to create new solutions to old prob-
 lems-rather than settling for adaptive learning, which only pre-
 pares them for coping. Generative learning opens up new ways of
 looking at the world and encourages a deeper understanding of a
 system and its underlying dynamics. Such learning becomes possi-
 ble through an open, deliberative process when people are invited
 to help craft policy and set organizational direction (Reich, 1990).
 As conveners of public deliberations, these general managers
 assume the roles of steward, teacher, and designer whose functions
 are: to establish the creative tension between a vision and current
 reality, to invite participation in the resolution of that tension, and
 to ensure a process in which generative learning can take place
 (Senge, 1990).
 Managers pursuing the adaptive approach to general manage-
 ment (the fourth quadrant in Figure 1) design their bureaus for
 optimal effectiveness. Adaptation to the external environment-
 the principle way to achieve effectiveness-is their major concern;
 efficiency is of minimal interest. In practice, such general man-
 agers take on the role of champion of innovation (Mintzberg,
 1996b). As champions, they decentralize decision-making so that
 it rests on the shoulders of organizational members closest to cus-
 tomers and other important stakeholders in the external environ-
 ment, substituting stakeholders for bosses as the basis of authority.
 They rely on members' up-to-date knowledge to signal the adapta-
 tions and innovations in products and services that are required to
 attract and keep stakeholder support. To ensure a continual stream
 of new ideas and keep the creative juices flowing, they reward
 entrepreneurship and innovation, and they design organizations
 around project work and cross-disciplinary teams. Relying on a
 general vision of the future rather than insisting on specific goals
 and objectives, they encourage "groping along" rather than plan-
 ning in the search for new ideas (Behn, 1988). Flexibility, creativi-
 ty, exploration, and experimentation are far more important to
 them than rigid adherence to internal order and control.
 The directive, reactive, and adaptive approaches have been well-
 documented in the management literature. The generative
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 approach, however, is just now emerging as a separate configura-
 tion as researchers begin in earnest to explore it. Some focus on its
 philosophical foundations (Fox and Miller, 1995), while others
 outline the practical techniques and processes necessary to create
 and sustain it (Weisbord, 1992; Weisbord and Janoff, 1995;
 Bunker and Alban, 1992). Others examine its implications for
 leadership (Block, 1993; Bryson and Crosby, 1992), for public par-
 ticipation in policy-making (Roberts and Bradley, 1991; Thomas,
 1995), for alternative forms of organizing (Quinn, Anderson, and
 Finkelstein, 1996; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992), for organizational
 cultures (Barrett, 1995; Schein, 1993), and for new disciplines to
 make learning possible (Senge, 1990). These and other issues will
 open up other possibilities in the future as the political context
 continues to demand attention to both organizational efficiency,
 expressed as concern over costs and budgets, and effectiveness,
 expressed as choice among alternative options of what government
 should do and be in the future.2
 The purpose of this article is to explore in greater depth one
 aspect of the generative approach-public deliberation. I adopt the
 view that deliberation represents civic discovery-a process of
 "social learning about public problems and possibilities" (Reich,
 1990, 8). The point of deliberation is the "creation of a setting in
 which people can learn from one another" (Reich, 1990, 7). It is a
 public consideration "about how problems are to be defined and
 understood, what the range of possible solutions might be, and who
 should have the responsibility for solving them" (7). The effort is
 "iterative and ongoing" (7) and requires communication flow in
 both directions (8). Although public executives bring certain ideals
 and values to the process, even specific ideas about what they think
 should be done, they nevertheless look to the public and to its
 intermediaries (e.g., press, interest groups, other government offi-
 cials) as sources of guidance in setting direction. They are expected
 to be honest and direct about their values and tentative about their
 goals, while listening carefully to others so that their agendas can be
 adjusted accordingly as the public responds to them. The delibera-
 tive process thus requires public executives "not simply to discover
 what people want for themselves and then to implement the best
 means for satisfying these wants. It is to provide the public with
 alternative visions of what is desirable and possible, to stimulate dis-
 cussion about them, to provoke reexamination of premises and val-
 ues, and thus to broaden the range of potential responses and deep-
 en society's understanding of itself" (8). The challenge is to surface
 a broader repertoire of options and possibilities for the future rather
 than to be mired in "thoughtless adherence to outmoded formula-
 tions of problems.... Policy-making should be more than and dif-
 ferent from the discovery of what people want; it should entail the
 creation of contexts in which the public can critically evaluate and
 revise what it believes" (8).
 Crafting Policy and Setting Bureau Direc-
 tion Through Deliberation: Two Cases
 Randall at Rosemount School District
 Superintendent Ruth Randall had been in office less than six
 months when her district, like many others in Minnesota and
 throughout the country in the early 1980s, faced serious budget
 shortfalls (Roberts, 1985). Over the next two years, she witnessed
 cuts of 38.3 percent in state aid to education. Unlike her counter-
 parts, however, she was unwilling to rely on additional levies (one
 had recently passed) or to allow retrenchment to undermine dis-
 trict morale and the quality of its educational programs. Instead,
 Superintendent Randall decided to begin deliberations with the
 community and school district personnel to cut $2.4 million from
 the district's budget.
 The design of the deliberation over the budget was complex.
 Deliberations began in December 1981 and extended over a
 four-month period. Principals and supervisors first solicited recom-
 mendations from 1,500 employees on budget reductions. These
 recommendations were then categorized and ranked by a special
 task force made up of teachers, administrators, and support staff.
 The task force was divided into three subgroups to examine differ-
 ent areas of the budget: staff, programs, and supplies. It was
 chaired by a teacher who had represented teachers in recent union
 negotiations with the board of education. Tentative recommenda-
 tions were prepared and sent back to the 1,500 staff members for
 their review. In the meantime, the task force chair completed a cost
 analysis of the various suggestions and put the data in a form to
 disseminate to the community.
 Recommendations were numbered; ranked as either high,
 medium, or low; and labeled for grade-level impact. Estimates were
 given on the savings anticipated and the number of students and
 teachers who would be affected. In addition, information to
 explain the ranking and suggestions for possible future action were
 included. Where feasible, dollar amounts were listed for reducing
 or eliminating a program.
 Concurrent with these events, the board of education held
 workshops to study budget issues. The 13,000 students in the dis-
 trict met in quality circles to offer suggestions on how they could
 save money. And finally, 101 staff members received in-service
 training on how to run public meetings. They were to serve as con-
 veners, presenters, and observers during the citizens' meetings on
 March 24.
 The citizens' meetings were held in 10 elementary schools in the
 district. More than 2,000 people came to speak, listen, and react to
 the recommendations that had been developed at that point, and to
 provide their own recommendations for budget reductions.
 By April 1982, the 15 building principals and nine district
 administrators were ready to meet in a two-day session to review
 suggestions and their implications. After these final deliberations,
 student, staff, and citizens' recommendations were submitted to
 the superintendent, who read all 4,000, according to those who
 worked with her. On April 5, 1982, the superintendent presented
 the final recommendations to the board of education. With only
 brief discussion, the board unanimously approved them. Thus,
 through public deliberation, the district met its targeted cuts, min-
 imized disruptions in its operations, and avoided threats to morale.
 Randall as State Commissioner of
 Minnesota Public Education
 Minnesota Governor Rudy Perpich wanted a visionary proposal
 for primary and secondary education in the spring of 1985.
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 Emerging from a bruising fight with educators during the 1985
 legislative session over the issue of public school choice, he was
 eager to mend some fences. His initiative had gone down in defeat
 (except for one element of it called the postsecondary enrollment
 option), so he was eager to find common ground with his oppo-
 nents. Educators had not liked his ideas for redesigning education.
 The adversarial legislative debate was unusual in a state known for
 its consensual politics. Hoping to begin a dialogue with educators,
 the governor instructed Commissioner Ruth Randall to convene a
 group to develop a visionary proposal for public education
 (Roberts and Bradley, 1991).
 Commissioner Randall convened the Governor's Discussion
 Group in August 1985. Familiar with stakeholder management
 (Roberts and King, 1989), she opened participation to "all interest-
 ed parties in the state." The discussion group eventually comprised
 61 participants representing 24 stakeholder groups. On average,
 the stakeholder groups had 2.5 participating members, with sizes
 ranging from three groups with a single participant each, to one
 group with six participants. Each group designated a representa-
 tive, and groups with multiple members each designated an alter-
 nate. The Governor's Discussion Group met regularly (at least
 monthly), and by February 1987 had held a total of 22 meetings.
 Meetings were generally two hours long but increased to three
 hours as the December 1986 deadline to complete the proposal
 approached. The commissioner was responsible for chairing and
 staffing these meetings. Two staff members from the Department
 of Education assisted her. The commissioner also had the ultimate
 responsibility for constructing and mailing out the agenda, for
 which she actively solicited items.
 At their first meetings, the discussion group divided the sub-
 stance of its task into nine major topic areas. A planning model-
 including group process procedures and technical guidelines for
 preparing a policy document-was introduced later to facilitate a
 more structured approach to the work.
 Several formal positions were established: stakeholder group
 member (representatives and alternates), convener, staff person,
 facilitator, and observer. Tasks assigned to the members ranged
 from reading various materials and papers, examining data and
 reports, and working together in small subgroups to prepare posi-
 tion papers, gather data, and make oral reports of the findings.
 Mutually accepted norms and rules generally governed the par-
 ticipants' behavior. For example, the group often expressed a pref-
 erence to work collectively and resisted suggestions that it split into
 independent subgroups. Whenever subgroups were formed to
 address a particular issue, they reported on their work to the entire
 discussion group at the next meeting.
 The Governor's Discussion Group used various decision-mak-
 ing techniques to guide its process: a consensus approach (the
 commissioner's preferred mode) and voting. The commissioner's
 initial instructions to the group were to avoid debate and focus the
 deliberation on developing a consensus on problem definitions.
 Solutions were to be debated later.
 Although the group experienced serious process problems in
 coming to agreement on their final recommendations to the gover-
 nor, all group members eventually did sign the recommendations.
 The governor, in turn, incorporated two major elements of their
 proposal into his legislative package for the 1987 session: choice
 These strategic issues, posed as questions, were usef l
 devices to focus attention, direct energy, and concentrate
 organizational resources on matters that were central to
 their respective mandates and missions.
 for at-risk students-those who had dropped out of school or
 those who were doing poorly enough to be in danger of dropping
 out-and the expansion of voluntary open enrollment (parent-stu-
 dent choice) to all public schools. In the following year, Minnesota
 passed the first public school choice program in the country,
 enabling all students in kindergarten through 12th grade to attend
 the public school of their choice by the 1990-1991 school year.
 The Governor's Discussion Group, said many observers, greased
 the skids for its passage.
 The Structure of Deliberation
 In both cases, four design elements were important parts of
 deliberation. Each deliberation began with a strategic question,
 which if not resolved would have had serious consequences for the
 leader and the organization (Bryson, 1996). Deliberation also
 required stakeholder collaboration (Gray, 1989 ), which gave partici-
 pants an important, visible forum to address their common con-
 cerns as well as their differences. Third, deliberation featured gener-
 ative learning rather than adaptive learning (Senge, 1990) and
 encouraged participants to move beyond their old assumptions to
 find new solutions and opportunities for action. Finally, the pro-
 cess was geared toward executive action of its authorizing agents,
 who were expected to follow through on its recommendations for
 change.
 Strategic Issue Identification
 Ruth Randall was clear about the strategic issues she faced. For
 the district it was how to manage the revenue shortfall without
 damaging the quality of education; for the state Department of
 Education, it was how to redesign Minnesota education to make it
 more supportive of the learning needs of children in a changing
 society. These strategic issues, posed as questions, began the delib-
 erative process in both cases. They were useful devices to focus
 attention, direct energy, and concentrate organizational resources
 on matters that were central to their respective mandates and mis-
 sions. If successfully resolved, they had the potential for leveraging
 further change. If unresolved, they had the potential for deepening
 the discord and distrust among the various stakeholders and reduc-
 ing the willingness to support future deliberations.
 Stakeholder Collaboration
 The public deliberations in each instance met the necessary and
 sufficient conditions for collaboration to occur (Roberts and
 Bradley, 1991). They had a transmutational purpose defined as a
 "shared, goal-directed activity among participants to fashion a set
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 of raw materials (objects, ideas, or social relations) into a developed
 product" (212). They had explicit and voluntary membership, i.e.,
 the parties freely participated, knowing and agreeing upon who
 was involved and in what capacity (212). They had organization
 since the work was complex and elaborate, and involved a creative,
 goal-directed effort. The complexity also required them to estab-
 lish a set of agreed-upon norms and rules to determine direction
 and action (212). They evolved an interactive process, defined as
 sustained reflexive interaction among the participants (212). And
 since both endeavors were creative and fraught with inevitable and
 unanticipated technical, organizational, and process difficulties,
 virtually all aspects of their activities were open to reexamination
 and reevaluation (212). Each collaboration also had a temporal
 property (212). As a temporary social form directed to a particular
 common end, the voluntary association was dissolved once the
 goal was accomplished. Each deliberation met the necessary and
 sufficient conditions for collaboration to occur (Table 1).
 Generative Learning
 Dealing with complex, "messy" problems requires collective
 learning, especially when information, knowledge, and expertise
 are no longer the sole province of agency leadership or organiza-
 tional members. But attracting people with the information,
 knowledge, and expertise on a particular issue and getting them to
 work toward a common purpose is a challenging task. Stakeholders
 have different conceptual maps or mental models (Senge, 1990;
 Eden, 1989) that frame their issues: "We can protect jobs or the
 environment, but we cannot do both"; "I am an environmentalist";
 "I am an advocate for a growing economy." In adversarial relation-
 ships, the natural inclination is for people to defend their posi-
 tions, consider them as incontrovertible facts, and resist any
 attempt to treat them as assumptions. Adopting nonnegotiable and
 rigid stances, they become caught up in defensive routines
 (Argyris, 1985). But to participate in deliberations, people must be
 aware of their assumptions and be willing to hold them up for
 examination. Bohm describes it as hanging your assumptions up
 in front of you so that you can keep them accessible to questions
 and observations (Bohm, 1990). Detaching assumptions and
 thoughts from the person who holds them enables people to
 become observers of their own thinking and to become aware of
 the potential incoherence in their thoughts. The point is to hold a
 position rather than to be held by one (Bohm, 1990). Through
 this process, people can begin to treat one another like colleagues
 who are attempting to move toward a greater understanding of an
 issue. The goal becomes one of creating a common pool of mean-
 ing that goes beyond stating and defending one's interpretation of
 reality.
 We see evidence of generative learning in the deliberations
 described in the case studies. Teachers, administrators, parents, stu-
 dents, and community members learned that in working together
 on budget reductions, they could avoid the rancor and divisiveness
 that often plague school districts forced to deal with cuts. Beyond
 that, they learned that their collective energies could unleash an
 innovative spirit throughout the district, which in time could pro-
 duce additional experiments and learning (Roberts, 1985). Partici-
 pants in the state-level deliberations were able to agree on a vision-
 Crating policy and settingdirection through
 public deliberation challenge public executives
 in a number of ways.
 ary proposal for state education that signaled a major shift in edu-
 cational policy, not only for the state, but for the nation as well
 (Roberts and King, 1996).
 Executive Action
 Deliberation prepares the ground for action. It sets up an
 expectation that something will change as a consequence of the
 group's learning and efforts. As we see in both cases, executive
 action did follow. The school board unanimously adopted Superin-
 tendent Randall's recommendations to reduce the budget in the
 first case, and Governor Perpich championed the visionary plan of
 the Governor's Discussion Group in the legislature in the second.
 The Minnesota legislature passed the first statewide choice legisla-
 tion in the country, thanks in no small measure to the discussion
 group's proposal. Both policy changes set the tone and shaped the
 decisions for the administrative actions that followed.
 The Deliberative Process
 Crafting policy and setting direction through public delibera-
 tion challenge public executives in a number of ways. First is the
 need to realign expectations among participants and observers of
 the deliberations. People must understand that the point of delib-
 eration is not to prompt a political debate but to engender learn-
 ing. The goal is not to establish the superiority of one's views,
 drown out the opposition, or manipulate people to support one's
 cause. The essence of public deliberation is the pooling of informa-
 tion, resources, and skills to deal with complex social problems for
 which there are no right answers. Gathering and assessing infor-
 mation, learning from one another, and making value judgments
 and trade-offs characterize the effort at its best. Power plays, end
 runs, and coercive tactics do not. Although many participants and
 observers will struggle to learn the new rules, others will attempt to
 subvert them. Setting the norms for a public deliberation is an
 important first step in the learning process for both observers and
 participants, and knowing how to deal with the power plays that
 inevitably surface is the second. Randall's appointment of a union
 negotiator to organize the school district's deliberations on the
 budget signaled a cooperative approach to problem-solving. Keep-
 ing a union representative at the table when he threatened to leave
 the Governor's Discussion Group and fight out the differences in
 the legislature is one of the many ways she prevented end runs of
 the process.
 Public executives are also called on to assume new roles, the
 first of which is to become better problem-finders (Livingston,
 1971). Problem-finding at the executive level should not be con-
 fused with problem-finding at other management levels. Bureaus
 are rich in problems. Top executives must learn to focus on strate-
 gic problems central to the agency's mission that are likely to
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 Table 1
 Collaboration: Data Summary




 1. The Governor's Discussion Group shared
 the goal of developing a "visionary proposal"
 for state education.
 2. The group agreed to work together to
 refashion divergent stakeholder ideas into a
 cohesive proposal to the governor.
 Membership
 1. Twent-four stakeholder groups participat-
 ed in the discussion group an were identi-
 fied on the membership fist.
 2. Membership was voluntary.
 3. Membership was open to all interested par-
 ties. Although there were some objections
 to the open door policy, the commissioner
 permitted all who were interested to attend.
 Membership was by mutual agreement. No
 participant was forced to leave the discus-
 sion group, and all participants eventually
 accepted the terms of participation.
 Organization
 1. Planned meetings were held on a regular
 basis with prepared agendas and items for
 future action.
 2. Specialized tasks were assigned and per-
 formed: gathering data, reading materials,
 preparation of position papers, presentation
 of findings and recommendations, and
 working in subgroups.
 3. A differentiated role structure was created
 with duties and rights assigned to regular
 group members and alternates, staff, and
 facilitators. Role assignment was explicit,
 although there was some ambiguity about
 whether the commissioner was the group's
 leader or facilitator. The ambiguity led to
 role conflicts throughout the deliberations.
 4. Mutually accepted norms and rules general-
 ly governed participants' behavior, though
 some norms were occasionally violated. The
 most critical violation was in the final meet-
 ing during the last 30 minutes of the
 group's discussion. Items were added to the
 Visionary Proposal to accommodate one
 member, despite the fact that the group had
 voted to limit the introduction and discus-
 sion of any further materials.
 5. Decisions affecting direction were made
 jointly. Various decision rules were used
 such as voting and consensus. However, it
 was sometimes undear when these decision
 rules applied. The most serious instance




 1. On an ongoing basis, members of the Gov-
 ernor's Discussion Group collectively evalu-
 ated what they were doing and how they
 were doing it. They scheduled retreats, spe-
 cial sessions, and reviews to assess their
 work.
 2. The discussion group refined its ideas on an
 ongoing basis. They met when needed and
 were willing to question their assumptions.
 They changed agendas to reflect participant
 interest.
 3. The discussion group preferred to have all
 members address each topic as a group. Sub-
 groups did not make decisions, but reported
 back to the larger group for a discussion of
 the issues.
 Temporal Property
 1. The Governor's Discussion Group met for
 18 months. The group completed its charge
 in February 1987.




 1. To deliberate as a community to develop
 recommendations on how to make budget
 cuts.
 Membership
 1. Membership was voluntary and extended to
 all interested parties.
 Organization
 1. December 1981-15 principals and 20
 supervisors solicited recommendations from
 1,500 employees on budget adjustments.
 2. January 1982-45 teachers, administrators,
 and support staff were invited by the super-
 intendent, building principals, and task
 force chairman to participate in a task force
 on budget adjustments to categorize and
 rank recommendations from staff members.
 Three subgroups were formed: staff, pro-
 grams, and supplies.
 3. January 1982-Tentative recommendations
 were sent back to 1,500 staff members for
 review. The task force chairman was charged
 with doing a cost analysis of the various sug-
 gestions and with putting data in a form
 that could be disseminated to the parents
 and citizens of the community. The task
 force was reconvened to prepare a final set
 of recommendations.
 4. March 1982-Board of education work-
 shops were held to study budget issues.
 Quality circles were set up in 727 class-
 rooms and suggestions on how to save
 money were gathered. In-service workshops
 on running public meetings were held.
 5. March 24, 1982-A citizens meeting pro-
 duced a packet of recommendations, which
 included suggestions on reducing or elimi-
 nating programs, staff, supplies, and admin-
 istrators. It was taken to parents and citizens
 for their reactions and suggestions. Two
 thousand people participated with 101 staff
 members serving as conveners, presenters,
 and observers in 10 elementary schools in
 the district.
 6. April 1982-15 building principals and
 nine district administrators met in two-day
 long sessions to review suggestions and dis-
 cuss implications. All recommendations
 from students, staff, and citizens went to the
 superintendent. She received 4,000 written
 responses to review. The superintendent
 announced budget reductions to the staff.
 7. April 1982-Recommendations were unan-
 imously approved by the board of education
 with minimal discussion.
 Sufficient Elements
 Interactive Process
 1. Iteration of data among employees, task
 force members, community participants,
 and students before final recommendations
 were made to the superintendent and Board
 of Education.
 Temporal Property
 1. Deliberation extended over a four-month
 period from December 1981 through
 March 1982.
 Source: Roberts and Bradley, 1991, 223-224.
 threaten its direction. Finding such problems requires distinguish-
 ing between day-to-day events and the underlying dynamics of
 change. It relies on an ability to see interrelationships and process-
 es, not just things and objects. It means learning where to find the
 high leverage point so that the executive can take small,
 well-focused actions to produce significant, enduring changes. Fig-
 uring out where one has the leverage is important for making last-
 ing improvements in the system (Senge, 1990).
 Randall understood how to find the important problems. As
 superintendent, she held district meetings and invited noted futur-
 ists to alert staff and teachers to the trends and forces shaping edu-
 cation. In-service training then gave personnel the opportunity to
 explore the implications for education in the district. Exploration,
 in turn, unleashed an enormous amount of creative activity
 (Roberts, 1985). As commissioner, and self-proclaimed change
 agent, Randall launched an effort to help a conservative, bureau-
 cratic state agency redefine and restructure itself. Organized
 around teams and project groups, it encouraged rather than dis-
 couraged innovations occurring in the districts.
 Executives such as Randall also take on the role of co-learner as
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 they guide stakeholders through a deliberative process. Gone are
 the notions of heroic management, when the executive is supposed
 to know all, be all, and do all. Freed from having to provide the
 right answers, they understand that a good part of their job is to
 find the right questions on which to focus agency attention, and
 invite public participation in the collective learning experience
 around those questions (Randall, 1987). Relaxing requirements for
 control, they invite others' viewpoints and trust that some new
 solutions will surface and learning will take place. Public delibera-
 tion requires some humility in dealing with the many tensions of
 public management.
 Such a reorientation in leadership is not without its risks. Ran-
 dall as commissioner was criticized for not being decisive and not
 knowing how to run proper meetings. Operating with different
 models of executive behavior, some participants felt she did not
 exercise proper control or appropriately use Roberts Rules of Order.
 Furthermore, she irritated some stakeholders by allowing anyone
 to participate in the deliberations, rather than restricting member-
 ship to those who represented "legitimate" groups. Her insistence
 on a consensus alienated and frustrated those who did not under-
 stand the point of deliberation. Other executives have faced similar
 criticisms. William Ruckelshaus, as head of the Environmental
 Protection Agency, was chided by the press and the public for the
 deliberations his agency sponsored in Tacoma, Washington. One
 area resident accused him of copping out of his responsibilities
 (Scott, 1990, 165). Another complained, "We elected people to
 run our government, we don't expect them to turn around and ask
 us to run it for them" (167). Said another, "These issues are very
 complex and the public is not sophisticated enough to make these
 decisions. This is not to say that EPA doesn't have an obligation to
 inform the public, but information is one thing-defaulting its
 legal mandate is another" (167).
 Executives can survive this criticism, but it is important for
 them to continuously explain their new role as convener and facili-
 tator of learning to all parties. Unless stakeholders understand that
 the executive is managing a process, not a solution, they will have
 inappropriate expectations for executive behavior as well as their
 own. Setting expectations also includes helping participants devel-
 op their own process skills that are compatible with learning-lis-
 tening, inquiry, self-reflection, conflict management, bringing to
 the surface and testing mental models, and systems thinking
 (Senge, 1990). Staff support for this endeavor plays an important
 part, since it is difficult for executives to be solely responsible for
 all the tasks associated with the deliberation-teaching, learning,
 facilitating, and designing. But as staff support grows, so do the
 costs. According to one source, roughly 30 people from the region-
 al office worked full time for four months on the EPA case in
 Tacoma, Washington, making the process "terrifically costly and
 time-consuming" (Scott, 1990, 169). Randall had 101 staff mem-
 bers receive in-service training on how to conduct public meetings
 so they could serve as conveners, presenters, and observers for just
 one citizens' meeting (Roberts, 1985). These costs can appear to be
 especially burdensome when a deliberation produces little agree-
 ment, or worse, intensifies gridlock. To keep things in perspective,
 stakeholders need to be reminded of the hidden costs of not having
 deliberations, such as increasing alienation and distrust of govern-
 ment and higher costs of "adversarial legalism" with its protracted
 one are the notions of heroic management, when the
 executive is supposed to know all, be all, and do all.
 court battles in defense of stakeholder interests (Kagan, 1991; Kel-
 man, 1992).
 Public executives also take on the role of steward for democratic
 principles and institutions. Deliberations can help people examine
 the premises and values on which their actions are based and can
 stimulate the discovery of alternative visions of the future. Such
 experience broadens society's range of potential solutions to com-
 plex issues and thus opens up the potential for learning. From
 Reich's perspective, "in a democratic form of government, such
 learning, and the deliberation it implies, is a prerequisite to every-
 thing else" (1990, 175). Randall understood the deeper meaning of
 the processes she set in motion when she asked district members to
 deliberate on budget reductions and state members to build a
 vision for the future. More was at stake than a budget crisis and
 union support for the governor. She was preparing the district and
 the state to deal with larger questions: What was education? Who
 should do the educating? How should we educate? When and
 where should we educate? For what purpose should we educate?
 (Randall, 1987).
 Stewards in a democratic society understand that their job is
 more than managing an issue, making decisions, and implement-
 ing them. Their "role is to manage an ongoing process of delibera-
 tion and education-a by-product of which is a series of mutual
 adaptations, agreements, compromises, and, on occasion, stale-
 mates" (Reich, 1990, 8). They help participants explore where they
 have come from, where they are going, and how they will get there.
 They understand that a "public servant is in the business of gov-
 erning. Democracy is not a constraint on [one's] effectiveness as a
 public servant; it is an aspect of the job itself. Part of [the] job as
 effective public servant, therefore, is to sustain, even strengthen,
 democratic institutions" (Reich, 1990, 6).
 Conclusion
 Public deliberation, as a cornerstone of the generative approach
 to general management in the public sector, is an emerging form of
 social interaction used to set direction for government agencies.
 This paper has highlighted some of its more salient features as
 reflected in two case studies-one at the local level concerning
 budget cuts for a school district, and the second at the state level
 where the issue was setting direction for educational policy.
 In both cases, we see the heavy requirements the collective pro-
 cess places on all participants. It asks for patience, trust in self and
 others, respect for those whose ideas are different, ability to see a
 whole system and its interdependent parts, and suspension of self-
 interest for the common good. Whether individuals can rise to the
 occasion or whether the occasion calls for special kinds of people
 to make the deliberation successful is an important question.
 Developmental theory in psychology suggests that not all people
 have the capacity for thinking in systems terms, appreciating dif-
 ferent world views, or dealing with ambiguity, complexity, and
 paradox (Loevinger, 1976; Kohlberg, 1976). Differences among
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 participants in a deliberative process may make it difficult to share
 models, participate in collaborative efforts, learn from one another,
 and develop a common vision of the future. Furthermore, develop-
 mental theory suggests that not only do people have different per-
 spectives on life, but those at lower stages of development are
 unlikely to understand and appreciate the logic and world views of
 persons half a stage beyond them in the developmental sequence
 (Loevinger, 1976). Deliberation is a sophisticated form of social
 interaction. Success may depend on the developmental mix of par-
 ticipants in the process. We need to know whether deliberation is a
 process that works for everyone or whether its special requirements
 limit participation to a select few. Each of these questions has
 far-reaching implications for the future of public deliberations and
 the civic discovery it champions.
 Outcomes of a deliberative process are not always successful;
 the potential is there for gridlock as well as consensus. Conse-
 quently, we should not underestimate the potential costs to exec-
 utives who take this activist approach. Failure is visible and exec-
 utives risk public embarrassment (Kaboolian, 1995). Knowing
 more about the conditions under which deliberations are likely
 to be successful may make it a more attractive option for execu-
 tives to pursue. We need to know how to choose participants,
 what are the practical limits of their involvement, how to fund
 participation, and how to protect the public interest if partisan
 political attacks threaten the process. Research along these lines
 has begun, but more is needed (Thomas, 1995). Other efforts
 have gone into designing systems to support group decision-
 making to assist executives in dealing with messy problems. One
 such support system, called COPE (Eden, 1989), includes soft-
 ware to help people sketch out what they think about particular
 issues in such a way that two or more individual "cognitive
 maps" can be merged to give a picture of the group's thinking
 about the topic. Decision aids such as these have the potential
 for supporting the consensus-building process. Given the explo-
 sion of information technology, these options may offer great
 promise in the future.
 Ultimately, the use of deliberation rests not on technology, but
 on will. It draws on the belief that the public has a right to partici-
 pate more fully in decisions that effect it and that executives have a
 responsibility to ensure that participation is productive. Moreover,
 executives may have little choice in the matter. The public is seek-
 ing greater participation, and those who oppose that force do so at
 their peril and the peril of their programs. Executives can use pub-
 lic deliberation as a strategy for inclusion or a strategy for self-pro-
 tection, but use it they will if the growing number of advocates is
 any indication of where the public is headed (McLagan and Nel,
 1995).
 Nancy Roberts is a professor of public administration at the
 Naval Postgraduate School.
 Notes
 1. I am indebted to Bradley and Pribram (in press) for their distinction
 between efficiency (internal operations) and effectiveness (external adapta-
 tion). The terms also are employed to capture managerial concern for
 bureau performance (Brown and Pyers, 1988), and characterize the debate
 in public administration over bureaucratic responsibility and responsive-
 ness (Burke, 1986; Cooper, 1990; Kearney and Sinha, 1988; Rourke,
 1992; Stivers, 1994). The responsible bureaucrat is an efficient, technical
 expert who autonomously carries out her duties as a professional. The
 responsive bureaucrat is effective by being accountable to the public,
 anticipating its political concerns, and adapting bureau strategies accord-
 ingly (Stivers, 1994).
 2. The generative approach parallels White's (1989) search for a "third
 approach" to governance. A comparison between the generative approach
 and White's third approach is beyond the scope of this paper, but it
 should be noted that both are concerned with encouraging responsiveness
 to demands, developing mechanisms to gather information, ensuring that
 demands and preferences are informed, and learning from those closest to
 policy outcomes.
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